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DISSERTATION	  ABSTRACT	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  Burkey	  	  Doctor	  of	  Philosophy	  	  School	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  Journalism	  and	  Communication	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  2014	  	  Title:	  The	  Future	  of	  Remembering:	  How	  Multimodal	  Platforms	  and	  Social	  Media	  Are	  Repurposing	  Our	  Digitally	  Shared	  Pasts	  in	  Cultural	  Heritage	  and	  Collective	  Memory	  Practices	  	  	   While	  most	  media-­‐memory	  research	  focuses	  on	  particular	  cultural	  repository	  sites,	  memorials,	  traumatic	  events,	  media	  channels,	  or	  commemorative	  practices	  as	  objects	  of	  study	  to	  understand	  the	  construction	  of	  collective	  memory,	  this	  dissertation	  suggests	  it	  is	  our	  activity,	  participation,	  and	  interaction	  with	  digital	  content	  through	  multimodal	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications	  that	  demonstrate	  how	  communities	  articulate	  shared	  memory	  in	  the	  new	  media	  landscape.	  	  This	  study	  examines	  the	  discursive	  interpretations	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participations	  from	  the	  Getty	  Research	  Institute,	  the	  Prelinger	  Archive	  and	  Library,	  and	  the	  Willamette	  Heritage	  Center	  to	  better	  understand	  how	  multimodal	  platforms	  are	  being	  used,	  how	  this	  use	  is	  changing	  the	  roles	  of	  the	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  meaning,	  and	  what	  types	  of	  multimodal	  memory	  practices	  are	  emerging.	  This	  research	  also	  underscores	  a	  reassessment	  of	  what	  constitutes	  heritage	  artifacts,	  authenticity,	  curatorial	  authority,	  and	  multimodal	  participation	  in	  digital	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  methodological	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  research	  takes	  a	  multilateral	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  of	  data	  collection,	  including	  in-­‐depth	  interviewing,	  participant	  observations,	  and	  thematic	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analysis,	  informed	  by	  the	  theoretical	  frameworks	  of	  collective	  memory,	  remediation,	  and	  gatekeeping	  and	  unified	  by	  the	  social	  theories	  of	  art	  practice,	  social	  constructionism,	  symbolic	  interactionism,	  and	  actor-­‐network	  theory.	  	  My	  primary	  recommendation	  from	  this	  research	  is	  that	  our	  digital	  practices	  of	  contributing,	  appropriating,	  repurposing,	  and	  sharing	  digital	  content	  represent	  new	  forms	  of	  memory	  practice	  in	  a	  multimodal	  context.	  I	  propose	  that	  these	  multimodal	  memory	  practices	  of	  interacting	  with	  digital	  content	  using	  different	  devices	  across	  different	  networks	  coalesce	  into	  platformed	  communities	  of	  memory,	  where	  communities	  are	  shaped	  and	  collective	  memory	  is	  shared	  by	  our	  interaction	  through	  social	  networks.	  I	  suggest	  that	  we	  need	  to	  think	  of	  social	  media	  output	  and	  metadata	  as	  being	  new	  forms	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  artifacts	  and	  legitimate	  social	  records.	  I	  also	  contend	  that	  metadata	  analysis	  presents	  new	  considerations	  and	  opportunities	  for	  studying	  the	  memory	  of	  digital	  content	  and	  institutional	  memory.	  	  It	  is	  my	  hope	  that	  these	  conclusions	  clarify	  our	  contemporary	  memory	  practices	  in	  the	  digital	  era	  so	  that	  we	  can	  better	  understand	  whose	  voices	  will	  be	  most	  prominent	  in	  the	  future	  articulation	  of	  how	  we	  remember	  the	  past.	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The	  digital	  suggests	  that	  we	  may	  have	  need	  to	  rethink	  how	  we	  conceive	  of	  memory;	  
that	  we	  are	  changing	  what	  we	  consider	  to	  be	  the	  past;	  that	  the	  act	  of	  recall,	  of	  
recollection	  and	  of	  remembering	  is	  changing	  in	  itself.	  
	  (Garde-­‐Hansen,	  2009,	  p.	  1)	  	   The	  show	  was	  about	  to	  begin.	  	  Outside,	  the	  dreary	  gray	  of	  a	  rainy	  spring	  day	  in	  Eugene,	  Oregon,	  was	  all	  but	  forgotten	  as	  film	  archivist	  Rick	  Prelinger	  began	  his	  digital	  screening	  of	  Lost	  




























heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants	  to	  address:	  (1)	  how	  multimodal	  platforms	  are	  reshaping	  cultural	  heritage	  and	  its	  forms;	  (2)	  the	  implications	  that	  these	  multimodal	  platforms	  and	  practices	  have	  on	  memory	  construction	  in	  a	  digital	  landscape;	  and	  (3)	  enumerating	  which	  social	  practices	  are	  being	  privileged	  in	  digital	  cultural	  heritage	  through	  multimodal	  platforms.	  
























media	  and	  networked	  systems	  of	  mobile	  technologies	  to	  provide	  new	  forms	  of	  access,	  content	  generation,	  reproduction,	  manipulation,	  storage,	  distribution,	  engagement,	  and	  participation	  (Jones-­‐Garmil,	  1997).	  Put	  another	  way,	  they	  can	  no	  longer	  simply	  depict	  evidence	  of	  the	  past	  but	  must	  now	  also	  offer	  new	  ways	  of	  memorializing	  across	  different	  platforms.	  So	  while	  researchers	  have	  spent	  more	  than	  the	  past	  two	  decades	  considering	  the	  implications	  of	  what	  it	  means	  to	  digitize	  their	  material	  collections	  of	  cultural	  production	  into	  intangible	  representations,	  what	  has	  yet	  to	  be	  thoroughly	  explored	  is	  the	  potential	  for	  these	  institutions	  to	  use	  the	  networked	  environments	  of	  the	  digital	  media	  to	  allow	  for	  increasing	  interaction	  with	  and	  sharing	  of	  content	  as	  ways	  to	  articulate	  meaning,	  frame,	  construct,	  and	  transmit	  their	  collections	  of	  mediated	  memories	  (Cameron	  &	  Kenderdine,	  2007;	  Helmsley	  et	  al.,	  2005).	  As	  these	  organizations	  and	  institutions	  shift	  from	  being	  sites	  of	  storage,	  preservation,	  and	  exhibition	  of	  cultural	  artifacts	  to	  digital	  conduits	  of	  cultural	  content	  exchange	  and	  intertextual	  relations,	  then,	  how	  might	  this	  transform	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  society	  can	  consider	  its	  past?	  	  








they	  are	  not	  necessarily	  speaking	  the	  truth	  of	  the	  past	  as	  much	  as	  they	  are	  providing	  versions	  for	  our	  shared	  remembering.	  	  However,	  while	  these	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions	  have	  traditionally	  preserved	  material	  collections	  or	  been	  site	  specific,	  they,	  like	  everyone	  else,	  have	  had	  to	  grapple	  with	  an	  increasingly	  digital	  world,	  where	  materiality	  has	  become	  digital	  representation	  and	  location	  is	  determined	  by	  network	  access.	  One	  response	  to	  this	  change	  is	  that	  most	  of	  these	  cultural	  heritage	  initiatives,	  organizations,	  and	  institutions	  have	  begun	  digitizing	  at	  least	  some	  of	  their	  collections	  and	  embracing	  the	  dynamic	  interfaces	  allowed	  by	  the	  new	  media	  technologies.	  According	  to	  Addison	  (2007),	  these	  forms	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  now	  being	  reproduced	  in	  digital	  contexts	  are	  increasingly	  being	  cast	  as,	  referenced	  to,	  or	  associated	  with	  “virtual	  heritage,”	  “new	  heritage,”	  “digital	  curation,”	  “digital	  heritage,”	  and	  “digital	  cultural	  heritage.”	  For	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  study,	  I	  will	  refer	  throughout	  to	  digital	  cultural	  heritage,	  digital	  heritage,	  and	  multimodal	  heritage	  
































In	  this	  way,	  the	  flow	  of	  information	  in	  the	  realms	  of	  remembrance	  is	  now	  being	  reoriented	  from	  the	  top	  tiers	  of	  the	  heritage	  field	  and	  can	  now	  be	  conveyed,	  confronted,	  and	  extracted	  by	  the	  audience	  in	  new	  ways	  across	  multiple	  platforms.	  As	  Parry	  (2007)	  explains,	  “Rather	  than	  being	  approached	  by	  the	  museum,	  audiences	  instead	  have	  the	  means	  (through	  digital	  network	  hypermedia)	  to	  initiate	  and	  create,	  collect	  and	  interpret	  in	  their	  own	  time	  and	  space,	  on	  their	  own	  terms.	  It	  amounts	  to	  nothing	  less	  than	  a	  realignment	  of	  the	  axes	  of	  curatorship”	  (p.	  102).	  	  At	  stake,	  then,	  are	  the	  curatorial	  authority	  of	  these	  institutions,	  their	  commemorative	  practices,	  and	  the	  articulation	  of	  how	  we	  remember	  the	  past	  in	  the	  digital	  age.	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REVIEW	  OF	  LITERATURE,	  FOUNDATIONAL	  THEORIES,	  
LINKAGES,	  AND	  GAPS	  IN	  RESEARCH	  
	  
In	  future	  years,	  digital	  heritage	  programs	  will	  place	  hundreds	  of	  thousands	  of	  
images	  and	  other	  data	  on	  the	  Web,	  altering	  our	  visual	  memory	  and	  cultural	  
perception	  in	  unknown	  ways.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Miller,	  2010,	  p.	  302)	  
	  








In	  the	  next	  theory	  section,	  Lewin’s	  (1943)	  theory	  of	  gatekeeping	  is	  used	  to	  examine	  the	  evolving	  role	  of	  heritage	  practitioners	  as	  digital	  heritage	  initiatives	  initiate	  the	  relinquishing	  of	  curatorial	  authority	  by	  opening	  up	  their	  collections	  to	  increasing	  public	  participation	  through	  multimodal	  platforms.	  This	  theoretical	  framework	  suits	  the	  needs	  of	  this	  project	  by	  revealing	  whether	  the	  public	  is	  indeed	  being	  positioned	  as	  more	  active	  producers	  of	  meaning	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  collective	  memory,	  and	  in	  what	  ways	  the	  role	  of	  the	  heritage	  practitioners	  are	  changing	  in	  these	  participatory,	  digital	  environments.	  	  Subsequently,	  in	  general	  terms,	  the	  next	  section	  is	  devoted	  to	  developing	  a	  framework	  of	  social	  theory	  that	  also	  grounds	  this	  study	  and	  its	  research	  methods.	  It	  is	  proposed	  here	  that	  several	  social	  theory	  approaches	  for	  studying	  social	  practice	  are	  the	  most	  applicable,	  including	  art	  practice	  and	  agency,	  symbolic	  interactionism,	  social	  constructionism,	  and	  actor-­‐network	  theories.	  The	  explanation	  for	  these	  choices	  reflects	  the	  intent	  of	  this	  project	  in	  that	  these	  approaches	  allow	  me	  to	  interrogate	  the	  creative	  milieu,	  constructed	  meanings,	  and	  connective	  associations	  that	  are	  articulated	  by	  the	  participants,	  from	  their	  own	  perspectives	  and	  involvement,	  in	  digital	  heritage.	  	  Finally,	  the	  concluding	  section	  of	  this	  chapter	  introduces	  the	  gap	  in	  literature	  and	  research	  questions	  this	  dissertation	  addresses.	  This	  conclusion	  also	  clarifies	  some	  of	  the	  research	  terms	  and	  provides	  the	  framework	  for	  the	  next	  chapter,	  which	  elucidates	  the	  research	  methods	  that	  are	  employed	  for	  this	  study.	  




























among	  the	  possibilities	  posed	  to	  cultural	  heritage	  by	  these	  digital	  media	  we	  “run	  the	  risk	  of	  losing	  a	  sense	  of	  the	  past,	  or	  a	  sense	  of	  place…”	  (p.	  60).	  Conversely,	  Parry	  (2010)	  argues	  that	  online	  activities	  and	  audiences	  are	  “as	  important	  as	  those	  physically	  onsite”	  (p.	  1).	  The	  differences	  of	  position	  here	  suggest	  there	  remain	  questions	  of	  just	  how	  different	  cultural	  heritage	  is	  when	  experienced	  onsite	  as	  compared	  to	  a	  digital	  environment.	  As	  we	  consider	  the	  connectivity	  afforded	  by	  digital	  media,	  then,	  we	  also	  need	  to	  reconsider	  the	  contextual	  possibilities	  both	  on	  location	  and	  in	  cyberspace,	  as	  well	  as	  “rethink	  the	  tangible	  and	  intangible	  imprints	  of	  our	  cultural	  history”	  (Miller,	  2010,	  p.	  296)	  in	  terms	  of	  how	  the	  experience	  is	  being	  altered,	  because	  the	  boundaries	  between	  are	  no	  longer	  so	  distinct.	  Or	  as	  Giaccardi	  (2012)	  makes	  abundantly	  clear,	  “The	  impact	  of	  social	  media	  and	  emerging	  cultures	  of	  participation	  on	  our	  understanding	  and	  experience	  of	  heritage	  is	  blurring”	  (p.	  4).	  




























studies	  have	  also	  been	  applied	  to	  media	  events	  without	  specific	  locations	  that	  serve	  as	  transmitters	  of	  cultural	  memory,	  such	  as	  the	  media	  coverage	  of	  the	  Challenger	  shuttle	  explosion,	  which	  is	  commemorated	  most	  through	  the	  repetition	  of	  audiovisual	  or	  photographic	  playback	  and	  display.	  Increasingly,	  sites	  of	  trauma	  and	  tragedy	  are	  a	  combination	  of	  both	  physical	  and	  televisual	  presence.	  The	  most	  prominent	  example	  is	  the	  9/11	  images	  of	  the	  Twin	  Towers	  burning	  or	  collapsing,	  which	  is	  as	  much	  of	  a	  mediated	  collective	  memory	  as	  it	  is	  a	  physical	  site	  of	  remembrance	  at	  Ground	  Zero	  in	  New	  York	  City’s	  lower	  Manhattan.	  However,	  even	  the	  role	  the	  media	  play	  in	  memory	  construction	  has	  undergone	  further	  revision	  with	  the	  digital	  revolution.	  In	  the	  next	  section,	  we	  turn	  our	  attentions	  away	  from	  the	  significant	  role	  the	  mass	  media	  institutions	  play	  in	  constructing	  collective	  memory	  and	  focus	  instead	  on	  a	  growing	  body	  of	  scholarly	  research	  that	  considers	  the	  ramifications	  of	  the	  more	  participatory	  digital	  media	  as	  discursive	  sites	  of	  memory	  formation.	  












































However,	  all	  of	  these	  examples	  represent	  a	  perspective	  that	  both	  situates	  and	  privileges	  the	  viewer	  between	  the	  digital	  media	  and	  collective	  memory.	  Thus,	  the	  way	  audiences	  encounter	  and	  understand	  the	  past	  through	  mediated	  experience	  also	  has	  a	  great	  deal	  to	  do	  with	  the	  personal	  meanings	  they	  bring	  to	  their	  viewing,	  a	  complex	  discursive	  practice	  that	  gives	  the	  audience	  more	  agency	  in	  constructing	  meaning	  and	  public	  memory.	  All	  told,	  however,	  this	  point	  of	  view	  is	  much	  more	  concerned	  with	  how	  users	  construct	  meaning	  rather	  than	  the	  digital	  data	  itself.	  As	  these	  interactive	  technologies	  continue	  to	  function	  as	  digital	  memories,	  then,	  it	  is	  increasingly	  important	  to	  delve	  into	  what	  types	  of	  digital	  cultural	  heritage	  are	  considered	  constitutive	  of	  collective	  memory,	  including	  how	  they	  are	  shaped	  through	  remediation,	  how	  practices	  are	  reconfigured,	  and	  increasingly	  who	  decides	  what	  we	  will	  choose	  to	  remember.	  
















environment,	  positing	  questions	  of	  immediacy	  and	  hyperreality,	  enabling	  audiences	  to	  ‘make	  meaning’	  and	  draw	  their	  notions	  of	  reality	  from	  access	  to	  the	  remediated	  network”	  (p.	  155).	  	  Taking	  this	  logic	  one	  step	  further,	  by	  implying	  that	  digital	  technologies	  are	  redefining	  the	  objects,	  associations,	  structures	  of	  meaning,	  and	  social	  practices	  that	  we	  use	  to	  consider	  the	  past	  through	  digital	  heritage,	  we	  are	  literally	  remediating	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  we	  remember.	  If	  this	  is	  the	  case,	  the	  question	  then	  becomes,	  ‘where	  is	  the	  locus	  of	  control	  that	  determines	  not	  just	  how	  evidence	  of	  the	  past	  is	  remembered	  but	  who	  decides	  what	  is	  actually	  remembered?’	  




























institutional	  structures	  will	  continue	  to	  dominate	  the	  communicative	  articulation	  of	  society’s	  memory	  for	  some	  time	  to	  come.	  That	  is	  why	  it	  is	  essential	  to	  examine	  how	  the	  roles	  and	  functions	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions	  as	  gatekeepers	  of	  collective	  memory	  are	  being	  transformed	  in	  a	  multimodal,	  digital	  environment,	  so	  we	  can	  better	  understand	  which	  voices	  will	  be	  most	  prominent	  in	  the	  future	  articulation	  of	  how	  we	  remember	  the	  past.	  
REMEDIATING	  THE	  SOCIAL	  IN	  THEORY	  








































promotes,	  or	  inhibits	  the	  operators	  and	  users	  through	  the	  interactive	  process.	  I	  feel	  confident	  that	  exploring	  the	  mediated	  connections	  between	  those	  participants	  that	  are	  shaping	  and	  are	  shaped	  by	  the	  networked	  environment	  of	  digital	  heritage	  help	  to	  clarify	  the	  aggregated	  associations	  and	  activities	  of	  assembling,	  collecting,	  and	  composing	  the	  material	  that	  are	  also	  shaping	  our	  multimodal	  memory	  practices.	  Combined,	  these	  social	  theories	  inform	  this	  dissertation	  by	  allowing	  for	  the	  examination	  of	  the	  social	  milieu	  and	  creative	  decisions	  that	  influence	  the	  creation	  and	  involvement	  in	  digital	  heritage	  (art	  practice	  and	  agency);	  the	  meanings	  attributed	  to	  the	  social	  practice	  and	  processes	  according	  to	  the	  active	  participants	  (symbolic	  interactionism	  and	  social	  constructionism);	  and	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  associations	  and	  networks	  that	  both	  shape	  and	  are	  shaped	  by	  the	  participating	  agents	  involved	  in	  digital	  heritage	  (actor-­‐network).	  	  Given	  the	  qualitative	  research	  methods	  that	  are	  employed	  in	  this	  dissertation,	  and	  further	  explained	  in	  the	  next	  chapter,	  these	  social	  theories	  provide	  a	  useful	  framework	  for	  deriving	  meaning	  from	  those	  most	  intimately	  involved	  about	  how	  multimodal	  memory	  practices	  are	  being	  shaped	  in	  a	  digital	  heritage	  through	  the	  participatory	  media.	  
THE	  GAP	  IN	  RESEARCH:	  MULTIMODAL	  MEMORY	  PRACTICES	  IN	  DIGITAL	  HERITAGE	  
























heritage	  initiatives	  that	  reconfigure	  digital	  social	  practice	  because	  they	  offer	  new	  participatory	  models	  of	  	  production,	  distribution,	  appropriation,	  and	  remediation	  of	  cultural	  production	  and	  digital	  heritage	  collections.	  This	  represents	  a	  shift	  in	  social	  practice,	  where	  society	  is	  increasingly	  using	  multimodal	  media	  platforms	  in	  cultural	  heritage	  to	  produce	  and	  distribute	  user-­‐generated	  content,	  mediate	  our	  collective	  experience,	  and	  create	  shared	  meaning.	  While	  much	  of	  the	  media-­‐memory	  literature	  spells	  out	  the	  potential	  for	  digital	  content	  and	  sites	  to	  influence	  collective	  memory,	  this	  study	  narrows	  the	  field	  by	  providing	  an	  explanatory	  framework	  on	  the	  social	  integration	  of	  these	  digital	  technologies	  in	  how	  they	  frame	  our	  cultural	  experience	  and	  social	  practice.	  Put	  another	  way,	  the	  focus	  extends	  less	  to	  the	  technics	  and	  possibilities	  of	  digital	  representation	  and	  their	  domains	  and	  more	  on	  how	  the	  transformative	  circumstances	  of	  digital	  content	  sharing	  and	  multimodal	  participation	  present	  the	  opportunity	  for	  reconfiguring	  memory	  through	  digital	  social	  practice.	  To	  better	  understand	  how	  cultural	  heritage	  collections	  are	  using	  multimodal	  platforms,	  how	  this	  is	  transforming	  the	  construction	  of	  meaning,	  how	  this	  is	  changing	  the	  roles	  of	  the	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants,	  and	  what	  types	  of	  multimodal	  memory	  practices	  are	  emerging,	  this	  dissertation	  is	  guided	  by	  an	  attempt	  to	  answer	  the	  following	  research	  questions:	  	  
RQ1:	  How	  are	  multimodal	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications	  reshaping	  cultural	  
heritage	  and	  its	  forms?	  	  
	  
RQ2:	  What	  are	  the	  implications	  of	  multimodality	  on	  digital	  heritage	  collections	  and	  
memory	  practices?	  
	  
RQ3:	  What	  memory	  practices	  are	  being	  privileged	  and	  articulated	  in	  digital	  heritage	  













TAKING	  A	  QUALITATIVE	  APPROACH	  
	  
So	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  within	  the	  field	  of	  virtual	  heritage	  there	  is	  a	  lack	  of	  literature	  
focused	  on	  the	  theory	  and	  methodology	  of	  user	  interaction	  and	  interpretation	  of	  
heritage.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Tan	  &	  Rahaman,	  2009,	  p.	  151)	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  MANY	  FACES	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adaptations	  by	  a	  community	  of	  panoramic	  photographers.	  Other	  examples	  of	  how	  posted	  content	  was	  shared	  through	  Facebook	  included	  a	  ballpoint	  drawing	  from	  the	  Marjorie	  Cameron	  sketchbook,	  which	  was	  seen	  by	  more	  than	  3,500	  people	  on	  Facebook,	  mentioned	  in	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Contemporary	  Museum	  of	  Art	  (LACMA	  on	  
Fire)	  blog,	  and	  shared	  on	  the	  ARTnews	  magazine	  Facebook	  page	  with	  nearly	  20,000	  followers	  (GRI,	  2013).	  The	  primary	  rationale	  for	  choosing	  GRI	  as	  a	  site	  is	  that	  it	  demonstrates	  how	  users	  can	  interact	  with	  well-­‐known	  cultural	  heritage	  materials,	  including	  those	  related	  to	  fine	  arts	  masterpieces	  that	  are	  part	  of	  the	  Getty	  collections.	  The	  Getty	  Research	  Portal	  is	  also	  an	  international	  effort	  that	  consists	  of	  both	  physical	  and	  digital	  environments,	  with	  social	  media	  dimensions.	  While	  it	  may	  contain	  fewer	  examples	  of	  users	  privileging	  its	  own	  materials,	  it	  does	  plan	  for	  increased	  interaction	  on	  an	  international	  scale	  and	  demonstrates	  the	  multimodal	  process	  under	  study	  in	  this	  project.	  




stock	  footage	  sales,	  but	  the	  Prelinger	  Archive	  offers	  these	  films	  in	  the	  public	  domain	  for	  free	  downloading,	  copying,	  sharing,	  reusing,	  and	  repurposing.	  The	  archive	  even	  provides	  a	  collection	  of	  mash-­‐up,	  derivative	  works	  that	  can	  be	  published,	  sold,	  and	  distributed	  according	  to	  rights	  provided	  by	  Creative	  Commons	  Public	  Domain	  licenses.	  	  The	  Prelinger	  Archive	  website,	  digitally	  sponsored	  by	  the	  Internet	  Archive,	  also	  offers	  the	  ability	  to	  browse	  the	  collection,	  view	  Tag	  Clouds,	  view	  collage	  films,	  as	  well	  as	  connect	  to	  blog	  forums,	  reviewed	  items,	  RSS	  feeds,	  and	  downloadable	  materials.	  Social	  media	  include	  Facebook,	  Twitter,	  Tumblr,	  Flickr,	  and	  Blogger.	  Other	  highlights	  include	  the	  Prelinger	  film	  screenings	  of	  Lost	  Landscapes	  of	  San	  




mediation,	  association,	  and	  juxtaposition	  that	  conceptually	  extends	  from	  “the	  physical	  world,	  into	  representation	  and	  culture,	  and	  ending	  with	  the	  abstractions	  of	  society	  and	  theory.”	  The	  library	  is	  described	  as	  “a	  walk	  through	  a	  landscape	  of	  ideas,	  from	  feet-­‐on-­‐the-­‐ground	  to	  outer	  space.”	  The	  Prelinger	  Library,	  with	  its	  material	  available	  for	  appropriation,	  is	  accessible	  in	  person	  and	  online	  and	  is	  a	  sponsored	  project	  of	  the	  Intersection	  for	  the	  Arts	  in	  San	  Francisco.	  This	  project	  was	  chosen	  for	  analysis	  because	  it	  provides	  broad	  access	  to	  and	  multimodal	  interaction	  with	  its	  collection	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  material	  and	  production.	  In	  terms	  of	  multimodality,	  the	  Prelinger	  Archives	  and	  Library	  are	  both	  physical	  and	  digital	  environments	  that	  extensively	  employ	  social	  media	  platforms;	  offer	  physical	  screenings	  of	  digital,	  interactive	  films;	  privilege	  user-­‐generated	  content;	  and	  encourage	  remixing,	  repurposing,	  and	  remediating	  of	  its	  collection	  materials.	  Tracking	  the	  metrics	  of	  use	  and	  downloads	  through	  the	  Internet	  Archive	  for	  the	  Prelinger	  Library,	  the	  experimental	  research	  library	  and	  appropriate	  space	  for	  media	  re-­‐use,	  reveals	  the	  top	  50	  downloads	  range	  from	  six	  thousand	  to	  60	  thousand	  downloads	  of	  a	  variety	  of	  ephemera	  and	  literature.	  The	  top	  viewed	  item	  in	  the	  collection	  through	  the	  Internet	  Archive	  platform	  is	  the	  1934	  book	  The	  Decline	  of	  








taken	  down.	  This	  would	  suggest	  that	  many	  Prelinger	  films	  have	  been	  mirrored,	  multiplied,	  and	  repurposed	  across	  numerous	  platforms.	  Rick	  Prelinger	  also	  notes	  that	  his	  films	  are	  often	  posted	  to	  Atlantic	  Video	  and	  BoingBoing,	  to	  mention	  just	  two,	  and	  they	  have	  been	  captured	  by	  countless	  other	  sites	  and	  replicated	  across	  the	  Web.	  








and	  other	  local	  reminders	  from	  the	  past.	  The	  center’s	  most	  requested	  topics	  on	  its	  blog	  include	  history	  tidbits,	  research	  tips,	  artifacts,	  and	  other	  spotlights	  from	  its	  archives.	  In	  addition	  to	  its	  posts,	  the	  blog	  has	  also	  received	  2,454	  tags	  and	  1,447	  “likes”	  among	  its	  activities.	  The	  most	  frequently	  used	  search	  terms	  through	  the	  heritage	  center	  relate	  to	  state	  flowers,	  Willamette	  Valley	  voices,	  historic	  Oregon	  Trail	  information,	  local	  maps,	  and	  family	  histories.	  	  
Further	  Rationale	  of	  Selection	  and	  Organization	  While	  all	  three	  organizations	  are	  accessible	  online	  from	  around	  the	  world,	  these	  digital	  cultural	  heritage	  portals	  were	  chosen	  as	  examples	  of	  different	  scales	  of	  how	  multimodal	  platforms	  can	  be	  employed.	  The	  intent	  was	  not	  to	  draw	  direct	  comparisons	  or	  provide	  a	  comparative	  analysis.	  The	  choice	  to	  analyze	  these	  three	  examples	  was	  instead	  to	  show	  that	  cultural	  heritage	  shows	  a	  variety	  of	  emphases,	  foci,	  and	  materials	  on	  different	  scales.	  Examining	  a	  cross-­‐section	  of	  sources	  reveals	  what	  types	  of	  materials	  and	  interactions	  emerge	  and	  can	  be	  privileged	  in	  the	  process	  of	  multimodal	  memory	  practices	  in	  digital	  heritage	  to	  a	  variety	  of	  communities.	  That	  is	  why	  I	  chose	  to	  examine	  digital	  platforms	  that	  allow	  users	  to	  encounter	  and	  interact	  with	  materials	  related	  to	  the	  fine	  arts	  (Getty),	  amateur	  motion	  pictures	  and	  ephemera	  (Prelinger),	  and	  local,	  historical	  artifacts	  (Willamette	  Heritage).	  Also,	  the	  initial	  intent	  of	  structure	  for	  this	  study	  was	  to	  divide	  the	  chapters	  of	  interview	  data	  and	  findings	  according	  to	  each	  of	  these	  sites	  (see	  further	  detail	  in	  








dissertation	  are	  more	  significant	  than	  other	  research	  projects	  but	  I	  am	  making	  the	  case	  that	  maintaining	  a	  smooth	  narrative	  flow	  will	  make	  this	  particular	  research	  more	  cohesive	  and	  easier	  to	  follow.	  The	  more	  journalistic	  style	  enhances	  the	  readability	  of	  the	  interview	  data	  presented	  in	  the	  next	  three	  chapters.	  	  
RESEARCH	  METHODS	  The	  intent	  of	  this	  project	  was	  to	  focus	  on	  how	  digital	  portals	  are	  transforming	  the	  instrumental	  activities,	  content,	  and	  repertoire	  of	  roles	  for	  participants,	  as	  well	  as	  subsequent	  meanings	  and	  newly	  adopted	  uses	  that	  these	  technologies	  introduce	  to	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions.	  To	  gain	  further	  insight	  into	  such	  a	  fluid	  situation	  of	  changing	  practice,	  the	  research	  methods	  most	  appropriate	  were	  those	  that	  provide	  more	  interpretive	  and	  situational	  explanation.	  I	  envisioned	  deeper	  understanding	  coming	  from	  the	  discursive	  interpretations	  of	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants	  regarding	  their	  communications,	  sites,	  collections,	  and	  modalities.	  To	  this	  end,	  I	  conducted	  in-­‐depth	  interviews	  over	  a	  period	  of	  eight	  months,	  ending	  with	  a	  total	  of	  16	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants,	  representing	  all	  three	  institutions,	  to	  see	  what	  cultural	  meanings,	  understandings,	  experiences,	  and	  perspectives	  emerge	  from	  the	  discussions.	  To	  a	  lesser	  degree,	  when	  appropriate,	  I	  participated	  in	  activities	  in	  order	  to	  observe	  how	  practitioners	  and	  participants	  interacted	  with	  these	  platforms,	  their	  various	  offerings,	  and	  their	  capabilities	  for	  participation.	  I	  also	  attended	  several	  screenings	  of	  the	  Lost	  




heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants	  for	  this	  study	  was	  a	  multilateral	  form	  of	  collecting	  data,	  including	  in-­‐depth	  interviewing,	  participant	  observation,	  and	  thematic	  analysis.	  I	  designed	  this	  complementary	  methodological	  approach	  to	  address	  a	  set	  of	  research	  questions	  investigating	  the	  idea	  that	  communities	  articulate	  shared	  memories	  in	  the	  digital	  landscape	  through	  multimodal	  memory	  practices.	  In	  other	  words,	  this	  research	  sought	  to	  understand	  how	  digital	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  practices	  privilege	  the	  forms	  of	  interaction,	  participation,	  and	  activity	  that	  constitute	  contemporary	  memory	  practices.	  The	  methods	  provided	  the	  framework	  for	  interrogating	  changes	  in	  discursive	  interpretations	  and	  digital	  practices	  through	  multimodal	  platforms	  in	  cultural	  heritage.	  The	  following	  section	  explains	  each	  method	  in	  greater	  detail.	  
















While	  a	  certain	  degree	  of	  consistency	  in	  questions	  occurred,	  there	  was	  also	  a	  certain	  measure	  of	  variation	  based	  on	  the	  context	  of	  the	  interviews	  and	  role	  of	  the	  interviewee.	  For	  instance,	  while	  interviewing	  heritage	  practitioners,	  some	  of	  the	  questions	  focused	  on	  the	  decision-­‐making	  role	  of	  governance	  or	  mission	  of	  the	  respective	  organization,	  as	  well	  as	  follow	  up	  with	  questions	  about	  technical	  development.	  Conversely,	  when	  interviewing	  a	  participant,	  I	  distinguished	  my	  line	  of	  questioning	  by	  asking	  for	  an	  opinion	  about	  the	  multimodal	  platform	  offerings,	  but	  I	  did	  not	  pose	  direct	  questions	  about	  the	  decision-­‐making	  process	  for	  how	  the	  portal	  was	  developed.	  These	  decisions	  were	  made	  to	  accommodate	  the	  applicable	  knowledge,	  experience,	  and	  role	  of	  respondents.	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  proposed	  questions	  from	  the	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  guide,	  other	  topics	  and	  threads	  of	  discussion	  were	  introduced	  and	  covered	  during	  the	  course	  of	  each	  interview.	  I	  also	  revised,	  re-­‐articulated,	  and	  personalized	  questions	  throughout	  the	  gathering	  of	  interview	  data	  for	  this	  study	  so	  as	  to	  allow	  respondents	  the	  ability	  to	  express	  their	  own	  experiences	  and	  perspectives	  in	  depth.	  	  The	  following	  is	  an	  initial	  iterative	  list	  of	  questions	  posed	  during	  interviews	  with	  heritage	  practitioners	  as	  part	  of	  the	  semi-­‐structured	  question	  guide:	  
1. How	  would	  you	  define	  cultural	  heritage?	  
2. What	  roles	  do	  the	  participatory	  media	  play	  in	  the	  overall	  purpose	  of	  cultural	  
heritage?	  
3. In	  what	  ways	  are	  these	  digital	  platforms	  affecting	  the	  roles	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  
practitioners?	  
4. How	  have	  these	  platforms	  affected	  the	  selection,	  preservation,	  and	  exhibition	  
goals	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions?	  
5. What	  kind	  of	  influence	  do	  these	  platforms	  have	  on	  what	  is	  considered	  cultural	  
heritage	  or	  the	  types	  of	  artifacts	  that	  are	  being	  privileged?	  
6. How	  are	  multimodal	  platforms	  being	  used	  to	  interact	  with	  the	  public?	  
7. What	  forms	  of	  interpretation,	  explanation,	  and	  meaning	  construction	  are	  




8. What	  forms	  of	  interactive	  and	  digital	  practice	  are	  being	  privileged	  through	  the	  
use	  of	  multimodal	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications?	  
9. What	  role	  do	  you	  think	  cultural	  heritage	  initiatives,	  projects,	  and	  materials	  
play	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  collective	  memory?	  
10. How	  does	  the	  multimodality	  of	  these	  platforms	  affect	  the	  experience	  of	  digital	  
heritage?	  	  During	  interviews	  with	  heritage	  participants,	  I	  posed	  another	  set	  of	  questions	  as	  part	  of	  the	  semi-­‐structured	  question	  guide	  that	  included	  the	  following:	  
1. How	  would	  you	  define	  cultural	  heritage	  and	  what	  role	  does	  it	  play	  in	  the	  
formation	  of	  collective	  memory?	  
2. How	  do	  you	  use	  the	  digital	  platforms	  and	  participatory	  media	  to	  interact	  with	  
digital	  cultural	  heritage?	  
3. What	  are	  your	  goals	  when	  you	  participate	  with	  these	  artifacts?	  
4. What	  types	  of	  digital	  heritage	  material	  do	  you	  contribute	  or	  interact	  with	  most	  
frequently?	  Why?	  
5. What	  impact	  do	  you	  think	  these	  digital	  platforms	  are	  having	  on	  the	  process	  of	  
cultural	  heritage?	  
6. In	  what	  ways	  are	  digital	  platforms	  affecting	  the	  role	  of	  the	  public	  in	  how	  
heritage	  collections	  are	  selected,	  organized,	  and	  interpreted?	  
7. How	  are	  these	  platforms	  impacting	  what	  forms	  of	  artifacts	  or	  explanations	  are	  
being	  privileged	  in	  digital	  heritage?	  	  8. What	  types	  of	  interaction	  with	  digital	  platforms	  and	  content	  –	  sharing,	  
commenting	  on,	  repurposing	  -­‐	  do	  you	  find	  most	  memorable?	  Why?	  9. Does	  the	  multimodality	  of	  these	  platforms	  affect	  how	  you	  experience	  cultural	  
heritage?	  Please	  explain.	  10. In	  what	  ways	  do	  you	  think	  interacting	  with	  these	  platforms	  affects	  how	  and	  




The	  collection	  of	  digitally	  audiotaped	  interviews	  was	  also	  a	  key	  component	  of	  this	  project.	  Once	  interviews	  were	  collected,	  I	  then	  carefully	  transcribed	  the	  audiotapes	  into	  text	  documents.	  Each	  hour	  of	  recorded	  interviews	  typically	  took	  three	  to	  four	  hours	  of	  transcription.	  The	  completed	  transcripts	  reflected	  the	  interviews	  in	  their	  entirety,	  including	  minutiae	  and	  repetition,	  not	  just	  of	  highlights.	  To	  ensure	  accuracy,	  I	  conducted	  an	  audit	  for	  each	  interview	  by	  listening	  to	  the	  audio	  files	  while	  comparing	  them	  against	  the	  written	  transcriptions.	  I	  provided	  each	  respondent	  with	  copies	  of	  the	  transcripts	  for	  further	  review,	  fact-­‐checking,	  and	  possible	  revisions	  (see	  Appendix	  C).	  While	  instructing	  respondents	  to	  focus	  their	  reviews	  mostly	  on	  accuracy,	  I	  also	  allowed	  them	  to	  contribute	  additional	  details	  or	  contextual	  information	  that	  might	  have	  been	  overlooked	  during	  the	  actual	  interviews.	  Respondents	  submitted	  few	  additional	  points	  of	  information	  during	  this	  stage	  while	  other	  measures	  of	  accuracy	  were	  duly	  noted	  and	  subsequently	  included.	  




interaction	  with	  their	  content.	  For	  example,	  Murtha	  Baca,	  head	  of	  digital	  art	  history	  access	  at	  the	  GRI,	  walked	  me	  through	  the	  decision-­‐making	  process	  involved	  with	  the	  Scholars’	  Workspace	  application.	  This	  included	  exhibiting	  the	  interactive	  processes	  of	  annotating	  and	  collaborating	  on	  interpretation	  and	  research	  projects	  through	  the	  multimodal	  platform.	  Susan	  Edwards,	  senior	  Web	  writer/editor	  for	  the	  Getty	  Trust,	  also	  gave	  me	  in-­‐depth	  demonstrations	  of	  several	  multimodal	  applications,	  including	  the	  Getty’s	  digital	  games,	  website	  offerings,	  interactive	  blog,	  and	  social	  media	  output.	  	  	  On	  another	  level,	  participant	  observations	  in	  the	  case	  of	  physical	  interaction	  on-­‐site	  in	  the	  various	  archives	  or,	  more	  particularly,	  the	  interaction	  occurring	  between	  participants	  and	  digital	  heritage	  materials	  at	  specific	  events	  like	  the	  Prelinger	  screening	  of	  his	  urban	  history	  films,	  Lost	  Landscapes	  of	  Detroit	  and	  Lost	  








practitioners	  and	  participants	  in	  the	  environment	  of	  natural	  settings,	  including	  onsite	  with	  their	  tangible	  collections	  and	  with	  various	  digital	  platforms.	  The	  combination	  of	  in-­‐depth	  interviews	  and	  field	  observations	  yielded	  a	  variety	  of	  key	  insights	  into	  their	  motivations,	  thought	  processes,	  and	  discursive	  interpretations	  of	  their	  activities.	  	  

























REPOSITIONING	  THE	  INSTITUTION	  AND	  REINTERPRETING	  
CULTURAL	  HERITAGE	  
	  
In	  a	  digital	  age,	  cultural	  institutions	  increasingly	  view	  their	  role	  as	  aggregators	  and	  
coordinators	  of	  information,	  in	  addition	  to	  their	  traditional	  roles	  as	  collecting	  and	  
archiving	  institutions.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Klaebe	  &	  Burgess,	  2008,	  p.	  6)	  
	  




artifacts	  are	  becoming	  more	  dynamic	  and	  searchable,	  how	  the	  heritage	  process	  is	  becoming	  more	  transparent,	  how	  gamification	  and	  social	  media	  use	  are	  shifting	  audience	  expectations,	  and	  how	  new	  forms	  of	  collaboration	  and	  job	  duties	  are	  creating	  new	  spaces	  for	  debate.	  Each	  of	  these	  themes	  will	  be	  elaborated	  more	  fully	  through	  the	  thread	  of	  conversations	  that	  follow	  in	  this	  chapter.	  The	  points	  of	  view	  that	  are	  represented	  in	  this	  and	  the	  next	  two	  chapters	  were	  elicited	  from	  in-­‐depth	  interviews	  of	  16	  cultural	  heritage	  professionals	  and	  participants	  (7	  related	  to	  the	  Getty	  Research	  Institute;	  6	  related	  to	  the	  Prelinger	  Library	  and	  Archive;	  and	  3	  from	  the	  Willamette	  Cultural	  Heritage	  Center)	  that	  were	  conducted	  between	  June	  2013	  and	  February	  2014.	  	  	  What	  the	  subsequent	  discussions	  most	  clearly	  illustrate	  is	  that	  those	  most	  intimately	  involved	  with	  cultural	  heritage,	  both	  inside	  and	  outside	  the	  institutional	  walls,	  are	  confronting	  an	  existential	  re-­‐ordering	  of	  what	  cultural	  heritage	  entails,	  how	  it	  should	  be	  considered,	  and	  who	  will	  ultimately	  be	  the	  arbiter	  of	  its	  legacies	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  digital	  media	  and	  multimodal	  platforms.	  	  	  	  	  	  












































(Vandergrift,	  2013).	  	  According	  to	  Vandergrift,	  the	  cost	  of	  access	  is	  not	  just	  a	  monetary	  expense.	  She	  also	  raises	  the	  pertinent	  question	  of	  what	  digital	  access	  means	  in	  a	  rapidly	  changing	  media	  and	  technology	  landscape.	  	  In	  other	  words,	  incorporating	  new	  digital	  applications	  to	  provide	  increased	  access	  might	  also	  eventually	  restrict	  itself	  by	  technological	  obsolescence.	  “And	  so	  if	  you	  put	  your	  collection	  on	  a	  floppy	  disk,	  now	  you	  struggle	  to	  find	  something	  to	  play	  it	  on.	  On	  slides,	  now	  you’ve	  got	  to	  find	  a	  slide	  projector	  to	  do	  it.	  Now	  you	  put	  it	  on	  PowerPoint.	  There	  will	  be	  a	  new	  thing…we	  need	  to	  use	  it,	  embrace	  it,	  and	  make	  it	  part	  of	  what	  we	  have.	  We,	  in	  fact,	  need	  to	  record	  and	  preserve	  the	  changes	  of	  technology,	  and	  this	  is	  an	  ongoing	  thing.	  So	  we	  have	  the	  typewriter,	  but	  we	  also	  have	  the	  computer….so	  part	  of	  our	  collection	  becomes	  preserving	  all	  of	  that	  and	  then	  being	  able	  to	  reach	  out	  and	  be	  able	  to	  provide	  for	  people	  that	  resource	  so	  that	  they’re	  able	  to	  use	  it.	  And	  I	  think	  it	  expands	  how	  we	  understand	  history”	  (Vandergrift,	  2013).	  




















































possible.	  	  “It	  reminds	  us	  of	  who	  we	  think	  we	  are	  and	  tells	  the	  world	  who	  we	  want	  to	  be,	  what	  we	  want	  them	  to	  think	  of	  us,	  and	  the	  visual	  byproducts	  of	  our	  cultural	  heritage	  plays	  a	  huge	  role	  in	  that.	  We	  are	  a	  visual	  culture	  and	  our	  heritage	  is	  bound	  up	  in	  that.	  But	  the	  visual	  is	  slippery	  because	  images	  cannot	  defend	  themselves.	  Images	  are	  silent.	  They	  can	  be	  used	  in	  lots	  of	  different	  ways.	  Heritage	  institutions	  are	  framing	  devices	  that	  attempt	  to	  frame	  a	  viewpoint.	  So	  how	  we	  see	  ourselves	  is	  already	  filtered.	  But	  we	  have	  a	  radical	  inclusionary	  structure	  now	  with	  the	  digital.	  The	  digital	  space	  has	  become	  a	  new	  form	  of	  public	  space	  in	  a	  way.	  It’s	  not	  a	  space	  at	  all	  but	  we	  see	  it	  that	  way,	  as	  a	  different	  kind	  of	  public	  realm.	  It’s	  a	  generator	  that	  multiplies	  things	  and	  copies	  things	  and	  manipulates	  things.	  Flickr,	  Photobucket,	  Instagram	  allow	  us	  to	  continually	  upload	  things.	  It	  mixes	  up	  what	  our	  notion	  of	  heritage	  even	  is	  because	  if	  everyone	  is	  constantly	  manipulating	  it	  and	  adding	  to	  it,	  then	  what	  you	  don’t	  have	  are	  authoritative	  voices	  defining	  what	  the	  heritage	  is.	  It’s	  like	  a	  giant	  refractory	  system.	  Everyone	  is	  looking	  at	  everyone	  else’s	  stuff	  in	  a	  multitude	  of	  gazes	  that	  are	  hyper-­‐visualized	  in	  this	  somewhat	  unifying	  space.	  One	  thing	  you	  could	  say	  about	  the	  digital	  is	  that	  it	  makes	  visual	  what	  used	  to	  not	  be	  visualizable.	  There’s	  always	  been	  a	  lot	  of	  viewpoints	  but	  now	  there’s	  clear	  visual	  evidence	  of	  that,	  visual	  or	  textual	  manifestations	  of	  them”	  (Scott,	  2013).	  
NEW	  ROLES	  OF	  CULTURAL	  HERITAGE	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established	  art	  critics	  like	  Christopher	  Knight	  of	  the	  L.A.	  Times	  and	  some	  of	  the	  New	  
York	  Times	  journalists.	  “And	  this	  is	  something	  that	  I	  think	  resonates	  a	  lot	  with	  the	  younger	  generation.	  Like	  ‘Talk	  to	  me	  as	  a	  person.	  Don’t	  tell	  me.	  Don’t	  throw	  at	  me	  that	  you’re	  this	  institution	  and	  therefore	  I	  should	  listen	  to	  you.’	  We	  get	  this	  a	  lot	  with	  social	  media.	  They	  don’t	  want	  the	  institutional	  voice”	  (Edwards,	  2013).	  This	  tendency	  to	  seek	  out	  voices	  beyond	  the	  institution	  speaks	  volumes	  about	  public	  expectations,	  particularly	  for	  users	  of	  digital	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications.	  Edwards	  proposes	  that,	  though	  not	  necessarily	  a	  generational	  thing,	  there	  is	  evidence	  that	  younger	  members	  of	  the	  public	  are	  expecting	  to	  get	  heritage	  information	  on	  their	  phones,	  communicate	  with	  people	  on	  social	  media,	  be	  able	  to	  go	  on	  the	  blog,	  and	  leave	  comments.	  	  What	  they	  don’t	  want	  is	  another	  layer	  of	  gatekeepers	  that	  tells	  them	  their	  comments	  will	  be	  reviewed.	  	  	  What	  Rick	  Prelinger	  of	  the	  Prelinger	  Library	  and	  Archive	  finds	  so	  interesting	  about	  this	  consumer-­‐demand	  side	  of	  the	  digital	  humanities	  is	  that	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  potential	  for	  “this	  interesting	  kind	  of	  fusion	  between	  academic	  discourse	  and	  mass	  culture”	  (Prelinger,	  R.,	  2013).	  Though	  he	  is	  not	  certain	  if	  the	  transmission	  is	  going	  to	  rise	  up	  from	  the	  bottom	  or	  down	  from	  the	  top,	  referring	  to	  Jenkins’	  (2006)	  




























































































historically	  educated	  public.	  Unfortunately,	  the	  ratio	  of	  access	  versus	  knowledge	  shows	  different	  trajectories.	  The	  ability	  of	  people	  to	  participate	  is	  on	  the	  rise	  but	  the	  ability	  of	  people	  to	  critically	  evaluate	  those	  things	  seems	  to	  be	  on	  the	  downswing.	  It	  will	  probably	  deflate	  notions	  of	  authoritative	  histories,	  which	  might	  be	  good	  in	  retrospect	  for	  what	  we	  can	  look	  back	  on	  but	  I’m	  not	  sure	  about	  what	  it	  means	  for	  the	  present	  moment.	  We	  have	  to	  recognize	  that	  there’s	  not	  one	  way	  of	  remembering	  and	  what	  we	  might	  be	  seeing	  are	  a	  lot	  of	  minor	  histories,	  which	  adds	  complexity	  to	  the	  historical	  reading.	  Within	  this	  digital	  space	  there’s	  all	  this	  kind	  of	  play	  and	  elasticity	  of	  meaning,	  where	  the	  official	  party	  line	  gets	  shifted	  pretty	  radically,	  which	  will	  probably	  change	  what	  we	  consider	  to	  be	  cultural	  heritage	  and	  what	  we	  choose	  to	  remember”	  (Scott,	  2013).	  









THE	  IMPLICATIONS	  OF	  MULTIMODAL	  MEMORY	  PRACTICES	  
	  
Archives	  have	  traditionally	  been	  viewed	  as	  the	  external	  and	  institutional	  basis	  for	  the	  
remembering	  and	  forgetting	  of	  societies	  at	  different	  stages	  of	  development	  across	  
history.	  Today,	  the	  archive	  is	  increasingly	  mediatized	  –	  part	  of	  the	  accessible	  and	  
highly	  connected	  new	  memory	  ecology.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Hoskins,	  2010,	  p.	  81)	  
	  








heritage	  artifacts.	  	  	  








































and	  how	  communities	  remember.	  By	  recognizing	  that	  these	  institutions	  play	  a	  significant	  role	  in	  the	  formation	  of	  cultural,	  social,	  and	  collective	  memory,	  we	  are	  able	  to	  see	  how	  different	  the	  experience	  of	  remembering	  might	  be.	  Particularly	  when	  individuals	  are	  interacting	  with	  a	  heritage	  institution’s	  collections	  through	  digital	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications	  because	  it	  is	  no	  longer	  about	  making	  memories	  with	  particular	  content	  but	  also	  what	  people	  are	  doing	  with	  it	  in	  this	  multimodal	  context.	  




















































to	  measure	  or	  think	  about	  authenticity	  when	  considering	  the	  differences	  between	  interacting	  with	  material	  objects	  or	  source	  material	  against	  digital	  surrogates	  or	  simulations,	  there	  is	  still	  a	  persistent	  thread	  of	  discussion	  that	  comes	  down	  to	  a	  preference	  for	  experiencing	  “the	  real	  thing.”	  This	  is	  certainly	  the	  case	  for	  photographer	  Suzanne	  Levine,	  one	  of	  the	  participants	  at	  the	  screening	  of	  Lost	  
















multimodality	  on	  memory.	  	  	  	  




























































pick	  up	  on	  it	  and	  make	  transformative	  and	  kind	  of	  radical,	  transmissional	  use	  out	  of	  it…”	  (Prelinger,	  M.,	  2013).	  Rick	  Prelinger,	  co-­‐founder	  of	  the	  Prelinger	  Library	  and	  Archive,	  expresses	  the	  conflict	  that	  multimodality	  in	  one	  respect	  allows	  for	  the	  creation	  of	  so	  much	  digital	  material	  that	  might	  not	  really	  be	  meant	  for	  remembering,	  while	  in	  other	  respects	  it	  creates	  opportunities	  for	  widespread	  dissemination,	  participation,	  and	  mediated	  curation.	  Prelinger	  has	  produced	  several	  series	  of	  digital	  films	  made	  completely	  from	  home	  movie	  footage	  from	  his	  collection,	  such	  as	  the	  Lost	  





























































































NEW	  MEMORY	  PRACTICES	  THROUGH	  MULTIMODAL	  PLATFORMS	  
	  
New	  social	  practices	  and	  cultural	  forms	  emerge	  at	  the	  crossroads	  of	  memory	  and	  
media,	  and	  even	  if	  we	  cannot	  yet	  label	  them,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  mark	  their	  appearance.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  (Van	  Dijck,	  20007,	  p.	  176)	  
	  



















































































preserving	  things.	  But	  for	  me,	  it’s	  also	  a	  way	  of	  processing	  the	  information	  or	  memories	  that	  I’ve	  gone	  through”	  (Jovanelli,	  2014).	  To	  summarize,	  there	  is	  a	  certain	  proactivity	  and	  reactivity	  to	  privileging	  platforms	  in	  digital	  heritage.	  Before	  we	  can	  begin	  to	  understand	  the	  various	  social	  practices	  for	  understanding	  how	  memory	  is	  shared	  in	  a	  digital	  landscape,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  recognize	  how	  and	  why	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants	  choose	  certain	  digital	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications.	  This	  includes	  how	  choices	  are	  made	  to	  adapt	  content	  and	  activities	  these	  platforms,	  as	  well	  as	  acknowledging	  that	  these	  choices	  influence	  the	  decisions	  and	  motivations	  of	  both	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions	  and	  participants	  in	  equal	  measure.	  These	  factors	  must	  be	  considered	  to	  better	  understand	  where,	  how,	  and	  why	  the	  digital	  practices	  are	  occurring	  that	  constitute	  new	  memory	  practices.	  This	  section	  shows	  that	  the	  process	  of	  privileging	  platforms	  requires	  a	  series	  of	  considerations	  and	  practices	  from	  both	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions	  and	  participants	  that	  must	  occur	  before	  we	  can	  examine	  the	  actual	  digital	  practices	  they	  allow.	  The	  next	  section	  sharpens	  the	  focus	  on	  specific	  forms	  of	  interaction	  that	  respondents	  to	  this	  study	  indicate	  are	  to	  them	  most	  noteworthy	  in	  memory	  formation.	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2013).	  	  For	  Foerschner,	  then,	  it	  is	  the	  collaborative	  possibilities	  and	  activities	  of	  sharing	  knowledge	  that	  seem	  to	  hold	  the	  most	  promise	  for	  framing	  memory	  processes.	  The	  implicit	  activities	  of	  participants	  being	  able	  to	  contribute	  to	  the	  conversation	  or	  submit	  their	  own	  perspectives	  by	  sharing,	  commenting,	  annotating,	  or	  collaborating	  are	  interpretive	  exercises	  for	  how	  we	  remember	  that	  also	  have	  a	  democratizing	  function	  in	  digital	  heritage.	  Anne	  Helmreich	  envisions	  the	  Getty	  Research	  Institute	  pushing	  more	  of	  its	  content	  out	  through	  their	  online	  and	  social	  media	  sources,	  adjusting	  to	  this	  new	  media	  environment	  as	  the	  field	  itself	  adjusts,	  but	  she	  finds	  that	  the	  most	  robust	  social	  media	  engagement	  in	  such	  conversations	  involves	  what	  participants	  find	  of	  most	  value	  to	  their	  own	  interests	  and	  pursuits.	  In	  other	  words,	  it	  may	  start	  with	  them	  finding	  a	  digital	  object	  they	  have	  an	  interest	  in	  and	  then	  lead	  to	  further	  participation	  that	  can	  range	  from	  ‘liking’	  the	  object	  to	  engaging	  in	  further	  dialogue	  to	  developing	  their	  own	  alternative	  curation	  methods,	  depending	  on	  the	  capabilities	  of	  the	  platform.	  	  
























































people	  should	  now	  also	  be	  considered	  a	  form	  of	  privileging	  practices.	  In	  other	  words,	  what	  they	  share	  about	  their	  discoveries	  through	  social	  media	  applications,	  such	  as	  Flickr,	  indicates	  a	  great	  deal	  about	  what	  people	  want	  to	  remember	  as	  cultural	  heritage	  by	  what	  they	  choose	  to	  privilege	  themselves.	  	  “So	  if	  I	  go	  to	  Flickr	  and	  search	  Prelinger	  Library	  and	  everyone’s	  uploads,	  the	  thing	  is	  the	  pictures	  that	  are	  like	  seven	  years	  old	  come	  up	  at	  the	  top,	  but	  there	  are	  a	  lot	  of	  pictures.	  There	  are	  more	  people	  sharing	  about	  discoveries	  than	  sharing	  about	  us	  in	  particular.	  Yes,	  the	  process	  of	  discovery,	  I	  love	  it.	  This	  makes	  me	  happy	  when	  I	  see	  it.	  And	  text,	  you	  know,	  it’s	  images,	  but	  it’s	  not	  just	  images.	  It’s	  also...	  [everything]	  within	  a	  subset	  that	  we	  have	  worked	  very	  hard	  to	  create	  of	  the	  total	  available	  literature.	  So	  I	  actually	  see	  it	  as	  dialogic	  between	  our	  curatorial	  work	  and	  theirs.	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  people	  will	  also	  make	  actual	  new	  media	  products.	  There’s	  another	  level	  beyond	  this	  kind	  of	  sharing	  that’s	  actual	  remaking	  appropriated	  re-­‐use	  








me.	  Then	  I	  would	  upload	  it	  onto	  my	  computer	  and	  make	  a	  post	  out	  of	  it.	  What	  I	  was	  hoping	  to	  do	  was	  to	  just	  show	  the	  stuff	  that	  was	  interesting	  to	  me	  on	  that	  website.	  Usually	  it’s	  whatever	  jumps	  out	  at	  me.	  I	  really	  like	  so	  many	  different	  things.	  I	  like	  space.	  I	  like	  painting.	  I	  like	  music.	  I	  like	  railroads.	  You	  know,	  regional	  police	  journals.	  There	  was	  one	  I	  found	  about	  silo	  construction,	  how	  to	  build	  a	  silo,	  it	  was	  an	  article	  about	  farming	  practices	  in	  Ohio.	  Whatever	  pulled	  me	  or	  I	  thought	  was	  kind	  of	  funny	  or	  unusual,	  I	  tried	  to	  bring	  life	  to	  it”	  (Jovanelli,	  2014).	  	  She	  describes	  numerous	  examples	  of	  repurposing	  from	  both	  analog	  and	  digital	  content	  that	  she	  digitally	  curated,	  language	  she	  appropriated	  from	  an	  astronomy	  book	  that	  became	  a	  song	  she	  wrote	  and	  performed,	  and	  imagery	  that	  she	  turned	  into	  watercolor	  paintings.	  All	  of	  these	  activities	  were	  then	  shared	  with	  a	  larger	  community	  through	  the	  social	  media	  applications	  of	  Facebook,	  YouTube,	  Instagram,	  and	  Tumblr.	  “There	  was	  one	  book	  there	  they	  had	  that	  was	  called	  The	  




















effects,	  which	  is	  dopey	  and	  wonderful.	  But	  it’s	  dopey	  to	  the	  point	  of	  being	  transcendent.	  It’s	  really,	  really	  good.	  The	  first	  piece	  that	  was	  done	  with	  our	  collection	  I	  kind	  of	  liked	  was	  a	  feature	  film	  called	  ‘Fed	  Up’	  done	  by	  Angelo	  Sacerdote.	  I	  think	  it’s	  online	  now,	  and	  it	  was	  a	  documentary	  about	  the	  American	  food	  system.	  [It	  was	  about]	  young	  farmers	  who’re	  obviously	  critical	  about	  the	  food	  industry	  and	  it	  was	  like	  80	  minutes	  of	  talking	  heads.	  It	  could	  be	  the	  kiss	  of	  death	  to	  watch	  that,	  but	  what	  he	  did	  was	  build	  these	  codas	  with	  material	  from	  our	  collection	  and	  that	  showed	  the	  industrial	  food	  system	  flourishing.	  And	  it’s	  history.	  And	  so	  he	  was	  able	  to	  build	  up	  the	  context	  that	  these	  people	  were	  working	  to	  bring	  down.	  And	  it	  worked	  really	  nicely.	  I	  thought	  he	  did	  a	  great,	  great	  job”	  (Prelinger,	  R.,	  2013).	  Another	  facet	  to	  this	  type	  of	  repurposing	  is	  that	  it	  can	  also	  lead	  to	  further	  interaction	  and	  cross-­‐referencing	  through	  linking	  and	  sharing	  that	  connects	  people,	  content,	  and	  ideas	  in	  instantaneous	  and	  wide-­‐ranging	  ways	  that	  were	  not	  possible	  before	  networked	  social	  platforms.	  Prelinger	  refers	  to	  the	  example	  of	  his	  Lost	  











































































work	  with	  those	  archives,	  going	  through	  those	  painstaking	  processes	  of	  really	  reading	  every	  page	  of	  a	  diary	  of	  one	  out	  of	  ten	  that	  is	  in	  our	  archive.	  But	  then	  museums,	  I	  think	  you	  are	  totally	  right	  with	  that,	  that	  museums	  have	  a	  stronger	  interaction	  with	  the	  public.	  They	  have	  art	  education	  and	  they	  have	  people	  that	  can	  actually	  report	  on	  the	  public’s	  reaction	  to	  an	  exhibition	  and	  they	  get	  probably	  more	  direct	  response	  on	  Facebook	  or	  on	  Twitter.	  I	  do	  think	  that	  they	  will	  more	  directly	  be	  influenced	  by	  the	  responses	  they	  get”	  (Foerschner,	  2013).	  	   When	  prompted	  further,	  though,	  she	  concedes	  that	  even	  the	  Getty	  Research	  Institute	  might	  increasingly	  come	  under	  the	  influence	  of	  “likes”	  on	  Facebook	  posts	  or	  other	  forms	  of	  annotating	  and	  commenting	  if	  scholars	  use	  these	  participatory	  activities	  as	  measures	  to	  indicate	  what	  they	  want	  to	  privilege	  in	  their	  own	  research.	  In	  this	  way,	  the	  GRI	  might	  elect	  to	  highlight	  certain	  items	  on	  Web	  pages	  or	  focus	  its	  








































develop	  a	  strategy	  to	  decide	  what	  to	  display	  on	  the	  blog	  and	  provide	  just	  enough	  information	  from	  those	  items	  in	  their	  collection	  that	  would	  pique	  the	  interest	  of	  their	  community,	  encourage	  engagement,	  and	  increase	  their	  levels	  of	  participation.	  “I	  put	  up	  highlights,	  tokens,	  and	  those	  kinds	  of	  information	  to	  get	  people	  excited	  about	  what’s	  here.	  Most	  of	  it	  is	  a	  personal	  reaction	  for	  me…what	  I	  think	  is	  cool.	  I	  don’t	  consider	  it	  unless	  I’m	  moved	  by	  the	  object,	  so	  in	  some	  ways	  that’s	  a	  curatorial	  statement,	  too.	  It	  should	  get	  people	  to	  think	  about	  history	  in	  a	  different	  way	  or	  it’s	  moving.	  I	  think	  we	  preserve	  this	  [collection]	  for	  the	  public	  trust	  but	  I	  also	  know	  that	  without	  some	  kind	  of	  revenue	  or	  support	  this	  all	  goes	  away.	  I	  tend	  to	  look	  for	  things	  that	  have	  kind	  of	  that	  hook.	  Maybe	  that’s	  a	  journalistic	  thing	  as	  well.	  It’s	  the	  headline.	  I	  want	  to	  hook	  people	  in	  and	  I	  want	  to	  get	  people	  excited.	  It’s	  the	  potential	  that	  it	  could	  be	  part	  of	  our	  overarching	  visitors	  services	  plan,	  our	  visitors	  studies,	  understanding	  what	  makes	  our	  visitors	  tick,	  what	  gets	  them	  excited,	  and	  what	  brings	  them	  back”	  (Pine,	  2013).	  	  









SUMMARY	  OF	  RESEARCH	  AND	  FURTHER	  DISCUSSION	  
	  
This	  highlights	  heritage	  significance	  as	  contingent,	  as	  shifting,	  and	  most	  importantly	  
intimately	  embedded	  in	  contemporary	  and	  popular	  social	  practices.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Cameron,	  2007,	  p.	  182)	  
	  
	  




















data	  collection	  and	  analysis	  regarding	  the	  research	  questions,	  propose	  the	  significant	  contributions	  of	  this	  dissertation,	  detail	  the	  limitations	  of	  the	  research,	  provide	  recommendations	  for	  further	  study,	  as	  well	  as	  provide	  my	  own	  concluding	  thoughts	  about	  what	  I’ve	  learned	  through	  this	  process.	  	  
FINDINGS	  
	  
RQ1:	  How	  Are	  Multimodal	  Platforms	  Reshaping	  Cultural	  Heritage	  and	  
Its	  Forms?	  	   The	  answers	  to	  this	  research	  question	  are	  broadly	  detailed	  through	  the	  findings	  presented	  in	  Chapter	  IV,	  which	  is	  organized	  according	  to	  five	  thematic	  categories	  that	  emerge	  from	  the	  interview	  data:	  	  (1)	  privileging	  access;	  (2)	  new	  forms	  of	  cultural	  heritage;	  (3)	  new	  roles	  within	  cultural	  heritage;	  (4)	  democratization	  versus	  curatorial	  authority;	  and	  (5)	  re-­‐conceptualizing	  institutional	  thinking	  and	  practice.	  Other	  orders	  of	  minor	  interpretations	  also	  deserve	  further	  reading,	  including	  how	  heritage	  artifacts	  are	  becoming	  more	  dynamic	  and	  searchable,	  how	  the	  heritage	  process	  is	  becoming	  more	  transparent,	  how	  gamification	  and	  social	  media	  use	  are	  shifting	  audience	  expectations,	  and	  how	  new	  forms	  of	  collaboration	  and	  job	  duties	  are	  creating	  new	  spaces	  for	  debate.	  	  












participation,	  including	  annotations,	  citations,	  indices,	  and	  links,	  that	  demonstrate	  user	  input.	  In	  other	  words,	  respondents	  to	  this	  study	  suggest	  that	  cultural	  heritage	  should	  no	  longer	  be	  limited	  to	  primary	  materials	  within	  a	  collection	  but	  rather	  that	  any	  form	  of	  digital	  interaction	  that	  occurs	  between	  an	  institution	  and	  its	  community	  of	  interest	  should	  be	  equally	  accumulated,	  preserved,	  and	  interpreted	  as	  a	  valuable	  resource	  for	  future	  remembering.	  




applications	  can	  enhance	  and	  amplify	  their	  research	  knowledge	  and	  expertise	  through	  such	  mechanisms	  as	  expert	  social	  tagging	  and	  crowdsourcing,	  there	  remains	  a	  consistent	  expression	  of	  concern	  that	  these	  technologies	  also	  pose	  significant	  challenges	  to	  their	  curatorial	  authority,	  which	  is	  discussed	  further	  in	  the	  following	  section.	  








a	  collection;	  those	  who	  compile	  categorical	  information;	  the	  curators	  who	  decide	  what	  to	  show	  or	  how	  to	  interpret;	  those	  in	  charge	  of	  communicating	  information	  across	  multimodal	  platforms;	  and	  the	  multimodal	  platforms	  themselves,	  which	  control	  searching,	  viewing,	  repurposing,	  and	  sharing	  -­‐-­‐	  all	  of	  which	  have	  a	  say	  in	  how	  something	  is	  understood.	  In	  the	  face	  of	  this	  reality,	  how	  can	  authority	  even	  be	  deciphered	  when	  so	  many	  have	  the	  keys	  to	  the	  gates	  of	  what	  and	  how	  we	  should	  remember?	  Acknowledging	  that	  there	  are	  differences	  between	  preservation,	  interpretation,	  and	  being	  a	  forum	  in	  a	  digital	  landscape,	  some	  suggestions	  respondents	  make	  to	  clarify	  the	  subject	  are	  that	  more	  interaction	  and	  collaboration	  are	  needed;	  more	  contributions	  from	  the	  public	  should	  be	  accepted	  as	  long	  as	  the	  original	  is	  maintained	  in	  a	  collection;	  heritage	  practitioners	  should	  reveal	  more	  of	  their	  decision-­‐making	  process;	  and	  that	  there	  needs	  to	  be	  more	  of	  a	  two-­‐way	  conversation	  and	  more	  interactive	  knowledge	  shared	  with	  communities	  of	  interest.	  The	  rationale	  behind	  these	  suggestions	  is	  clearly	  voiced	  by	  one	  respondent	  who	  indicates	  that	  “expert	  curatorial	  impulse”	  is	  necessary	  when	  faced	  with	  the	  “undifferentiated	  flow”	  of	  digital	  platforms	  to	  direct	  our	  attentions	  but	  that	  there	  should	  not	  be	  “a	  dictatorship	  of	  gatekeepers”	  so	  that	  “no	  one	  gets	  in”	  (Scott,	  2013).	  	  




explain	  some	  of	  the	  reflexive	  and	  procedural	  strategies	  for	  adjusting	  to	  the	  changing	  conditions	  of	  such	  externalities.	  Respondents	  recommend	  additional	  efforts	  for	  transparency	  that	  detail	  less	  of	  the	  final	  products	  and	  more	  of	  the	  heritage	  procedures,	  including	  behind-­‐the-­‐scene	  decision-­‐making,	  interpretive	  processes,	  and	  digital	  sharing	  of	  events	  and	  activities.	  These	  suggestions	  are	  made	  in	  part	  to	  increase	  interest	  levels	  among	  their	  communities	  but	  more	  so	  to	  maintain	  relevance	  in	  the	  face	  of	  competing	  knowledge	  sharing	  platforms	  such	  as	  Wikipedia.	  Other	  practical	  measures	  respondents	  raised	  include	  how	  to	  address	  the	  plans	  for	  and	  costs	  of	  digitization,	  as	  well	  as	  how	  to	  navigate	  changing	  legal	  frameworks	  and	  compensate	  for	  the	  anticipated	  obsolescence	  of	  digital	  platforms	  and	  technologies.	  Another	  finding	  related	  to	  this	  line	  of	  inquiry	  is	  that	  heritage	  institutions	  are	  more	  frequently	  employing	  gamification	  strategies	  and	  platforms	  to	  present	  digital	  content	  and	  increase	  public	  involvement.	  It	  is	  also	  suggested	  that	  more	  attention	  be	  paid	  to	  how	  institutional	  choices	  challenge	  our	  own	  thinking	  as	  a	  society	  about	  how	  and	  why	  we	  choose	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  memories	  in	  a	  digital	  environment.	  
RQ2:	  What	  Are	  the	  Implications	  of	  These	  Multimodal	  Platforms	  and	  




authenticity	  and	  the	  potentials	  of	  digital	  platforms	  with	  accruing	  value,	  significance,	  and	  promise	  in	  providing	  new	  formats,	  spaces,	  and	  contexts.	  The	  evidence	  is	  categorized	  according	  to	  three	  discursive	  themes	  that	  emerged	  from	  the	  interview	  data:	  (1)	  the	  presumed	  role	  of	  heritage	  institutions	  as	  both	  arbiters	  of	  memory	  and	  sites	  of	  debate/contestation;	  (2)	  the	  differences	  between	  the	  authenticity	  of	  experiencing	  digital	  surrogates	  and	  source	  objects	  in	  their	  institutional	  context;	  and	  (3)	  the	  discursive	  themes	  regarding	  multimodality,	  including	  dimensions	  of	  choice,	  uninhibited	  participation,	  simultaneous	  presence,	  larger	  viewing	  spaces,	  broader	  scale	  of	  interest,	  and	  other	  composite	  aspects	  of	  selection	  and	  sharing.	  








audience	  to	  get	  them	  to	  want	  to	  interact	  collection	  materials.	  	  	  	  Despite	  these	  different	  viewpoints,	  a	  central	  feature	  that	  emerges	  among	  the	  responses	  is	  that	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions	  play	  a	  significant	  role	  as	  conduits	  between	  the	  conservation	  of	  content	  and	  the	  continuity	  of	  culture.	  
Negotiating	  Authentic	  Experience	  and	  Digital	  Surrogates	  




many	  ways	  simply	  framing	  our	  point	  of	  view	  about	  what	  we	  should	  consider	  to	  be	  authentic.	  Another	  questions	  if	  authenticity	  or	  originality	  can	  even	  be	  determined	  among	  the	  various	  versions	  of	  primary	  sources,	  interpretations,	  or	  derivative	  works.	  The	  point	  is	  that	  every	  version	  offers	  a	  degree	  of	  accuracy	  in	  detail	  or	  referential	  value,	  and	  there	  will	  always	  be	  questions	  of	  authenticity	  that	  remain	  based	  on	  perception	  or	  orientation.	  A	  subsequent	  argument	  is	  that	  experiencing	  something	  in-­‐person	  or	  digitally	  should	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  neither	  being	  equivalents	  nor	  as	  incongruous	  but	  rather	  as	  simply	  having	  different	  potentials,	  from	  a	  different	  dimension	  of	  choices.	  Among	  these	  divergent	  viewpoints,	  one	  respondent	  proposes	  that	  most	  viewers	  are	  capable	  of	  simultaneous	  presence	  in	  that	  they	  can	  understand	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  material	  and	  the	  digital,	  so	  whatever	  notion	  of	  authentic	  experience	  we	  ascribe	  to	  either	  is	  really	  a	  matter	  of	  personal	  preference	  and	  choice	  rather	  than	  an	  a	  priori	  determination.	  The	  predominant	  view	  among	  respondents,	  however,	  is	  expressed	  as	  an	  underlying	  concern	  that	  the	  digital	  on	  some	  level	  will	  come	  to	  replace	  the	  central	  experience,	  where	  the	  sense	  of	  the	  media	  might	  surpass	  the	  reality	  of	  the	  masterpiece.	  
















suggests	  that	  trusted	  sources,	  opinion	  leaders,	  and	  gatekeepers	  are	  found	  increasingly	  through	  social	  media	  applications	  and	  multimodal	  platforms	  that	  are	  directing	  people’s	  attentions	  and	  traffic	  through	  following,	  linking,	  commenting,	  posting,	  and	  tweeting.	  Lastly,	  there	  is	  some	  sense	  that	  the	  scale	  and	  scope	  of	  multimodal	  connections	  can	  lead	  to	  more	  action,	  foster	  outreach	  activities,	  and	  reorganize	  archival	  practices.	  However,	  some	  still	  wonder	  whether	  there	  is	  equal	  opportunity	  for	  mass	  distraction	  or	  that	  the	  ubiquitous,	  saturating,	  and	  common	  media	  being	  shared	  across	  multimodal	  platforms,	  social	  media,	  and	  digital	  networks	  could	  equally	  lead	  to	  memories	  that	  are	  less	  precious	  from	  which	  to	  remember.	  
RQ3:	  What	  Memory	  Practices	  Are	  Being	  Privileged	  and	  Articulated	  in	  
Digital	  Heritage	  Through	  Multimodal	  Platforms?	  
	  




alternative	  curation	  of	  digital	  heritage	  content	  as	  prime	  examples	  for	  how	  to	  rethink	  memory	  practices	  in	  a	  multimodal	  context.	  The	  evidence	  also	  suggests	  that	  in	  considering	  these	  forms	  of	  digital	  practice	  and	  meaning,	  we	  should	  also	  direct	  our	  attention	  to	  forms	  of	  analysis,	  tagging,	  cataloging,	  aggregation,	  and	  searching	  as	  equivalent	  forms	  of	  selective	  memory	  recall,	  retention,	  and	  sharing	  through	  multimodal	  platforms,	  social	  media	  applications,	  and	  digital	  media.	  Other	  issues	  that	  arise	  include:	  new	  methods	  and	  considerations	  for	  adapting	  content	  to	  various	  platforms;	  linking	  data	  between	  institutions	  and	  users;	  inviting	  collaboration;	  monitoring	  new	  threads	  of	  discussion;	  the	  surprises	  of	  sharing	  digital	  material;	  the	  processes	  of	  discovery;	  and	  the	  computational	  analyses	  of	  metrics.	  All	  relate	  to	  emerging	  digital	  behaviors	  that	  demonstrate	  how	  communities	  can	  articulate	  shared	  memory	  in	  the	  new	  media	  landscape.	  
















Respondents	  indicate	  how	  these	  decisions	  are	  made	  in	  heritage	  institutions	  is	  often	  a	  determination	  of	  a	  web	  of	  legal	  issues,	  staffing	  issues,	  and	  psychological-­‐like	  readiness	  issues,	  as	  much	  as	  an	  understanding	  of	  which	  digital	  platform	  will	  reach	  the	  broadest	  audience	  and	  stir	  the	  greatest	  reaction.	  Maintaining	  a	  digital	  presence	  and	  the	  legal	  ramifications	  for	  blurring	  the	  boundaries	  between	  its	  own	  prerogatives	  and	  those	  allowed	  by	  using	  social	  media	  applications	  are	  not	  always	  so	  clear-­‐cut.	  This	  decision-­‐making	  process,	  beyond	  just	  how	  to	  tailor	  content	  to	  particular	  platforms,	  also	  involves	  deciding	  whether	  developing	  new	  technology	  applications	  is	  necessary	  for	  a	  particular	  project.	  Such	  choices	  should	  be	  based	  on	  the	  clear	  understanding	  that	  making	  decisions	  in	  conjunction	  with	  curators	  about	  what	  looks	  good	  on	  a	  website	  or	  digital	  platform,	  and	  is	  even	  representative	  of	  an	  idea	  they	  want	  to	  convey	  with	  an	  exhibit,	  may	  still	  result	  in	  a	  lack	  of	  visitors.	  This	  realization	  only	  underscores	  the	  necessity	  to	  privilege	  the	  proper	  platform	  not	  just	  as	  the	  best	  form	  of	  delivery	  for	  reaching	  an	  audience	  but	  more	  so	  for	  allowing	  the	  interaction	  necessary	  for	  promoting	  multimodal	  memory	  practices.	  	  
Privileging	  Practices	  
















through	  interpretive	  repurposing	  of	  cultural	  forms	  are	  far	  more	  impactful	  and	  memorable	  than	  a	  more	  transitory	  activity	  of	  simply	  “liking”	  something.	  Understanding	  this	  relationship	  is	  also	  important	  for	  heritage	  institutions	  so	  that	  they	  can	  develop	  comprehensive	  and	  collaborative	  strategies	  for	  leveraging	  digital	  practices	  through	  their	  multimodal	  platforms	  as	  a	  means	  to	  anticipate	  how	  users	  might	  want	  to	  interact	  with,	  find,	  or	  recall	  their	  content	  in	  the	  future.	  Most	  significant	  in	  these	  findings	  is	  that	  respondents	  believe	  there	  is	  a	  certain	  investment	  in	  multimodal	  interaction,	  not	  only	  in	  seeking	  out	  information	  but	  also	  then	  having	  the	  ability	  to	  connect	  that	  information	  with	  other	  artifacts,	  content,	  or	  ideas,	  which	  leads	  to	  additional	  forms,	  dialogue,	  and	  previously	  unforeseen	  connections	  that	  combined	  are	  considered	  as	  being	  most	  memorable.	  The	  more	  invested	  the	  activity,	  the	  more	  it	  is	  remembered.	  That	  is	  why	  it	  is	  no	  surprise	  that	  among	  the	  respondents	  in	  this	  study,	  the	  privileged	  practices	  of	  sharing	  and	  repurposing	  are	  considered	  the	  most	  memorable	  forms	  of	  multimodal	  practices.	  	  








projects,	  or	  requests	  for	  additional	  information	  on	  multimodal	  platforms	  are	  also	  reshaping	  the	  debate	  as	  to	  whom	  decides	  what	  and	  how	  we	  remember.	  The	  approach	  of	  applying	  personal	  interest	  to	  broader	  institutional	  participation	  also	  has	  implications	  for	  how	  social	  media	  feeds	  or	  comment	  sections	  should	  be	  treated	  because	  they	  are	  key	  indicators	  of	  how	  heritage	  professionals,	  researchers,	  and	  the	  public	  can	  build	  connections	  between	  content	  and	  their	  own	  experience.	  Another	  interesting	  demarcation	  is	  drawn	  where	  social	  media	  applications	  such	  as	  Flickr	  or	  Pinterest	  become	  some	  sort	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  based	  on	  what	  the	  public	  wants	  to	  highlight	  or	  keep	  versus	  the	  collections	  selected	  by	  traditional	  museums	  or	  cultural	  heritage	  institutions.	  	  While	  recognizing	  there	  are	  still	  limits	  on	  unfettered	  participation	  based	  on	  platform	  constraints	  or	  institutional	  policies,	  respondents	  explain	  their	  primary	  perspective	  is	  that	  any	  notion	  of	  privileging	  participation	  must	  also	  involve	  breaking	  down	  certain	  barriers	  and	  providing	  connections	  that	  are	  now	  possible	  through	  digital	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications.	  These	  technologies	  are	  reshaping	  how	  we	  consider	  participation	  and	  fostering	  a	  multilayered	  conversation	  that	  forces	  those	  entrusted	  with	  the	  preservation	  of	  heritage	  to	  rethink	  what	  participation	  means	  in	  multimodal	  memory	  practice.	  Although	  heritage	  institutions	  may	  remain	  as	  gatekeepers	  to	  our	  collective	  pasts,	  it	  appears	  that	  multimodal	  participation	  is	  opening	  the	  gates	  just	  a	  little	  bit	  wider	  to	  who	  chooses	  what	  will	  be	  remembered.	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inconsequential.	  	  The	  ubiquity	  of	  our	  participation	  with	  these	  platforms	  indicates	  that	  more	  forms	  of	  social	  documentation	  will	  continue	  for	  the	  foreseeable	  future.	  However,	  what	  that	  evidence	  will	  say	  in	  the	  future	  about	  our	  present	  moment,	  and	  from	  whose	  point	  of	  view	  it	  will	  be	  told,	  is	  far	  less	  certain.	  








we	  want	  to	  remember	  and	  with	  whom	  we	  want	  to	  share	  it.	  So	  not	  only	  must	  we	  direct	  our	  focus	  of	  inquiry	  to	  digital	  practices	  but	  we	  must	  also	  consider	  that	  


























much	  richer,	  deeper	  understanding	  of	  how	  and	  why	  they	  share	  and	  participate.	  This	  is	  also	  true	  of	  art	  practice	  and	  agency,	  which	  looks	  at	  patterns	  of	  behavior	  and	  activity,	  as	  well	  as	  emphasizes	  agency,	  intention,	  and	  causation	  for	  how	  meaning	  is	  made	  vivid	  by	  those	  involved	  and	  what	  influenced	  them	  from	  their	  surroundings.	  Combined,	  these	  theoretical	  frameworks	  prove	  useful	  in	  explaining	  the	  performative	  elements	  of	  interpretation	  and	  sharing	  content,	  particularly	  in	  what	  it	  means	  to	  heritage	  practitioners	  and	  participants.	  Overall,	  the	  data	  corroborate	  my	  expectation	  that	  multimodal	  platforms	  and	  social	  media	  applications	  are	  having	  an	  effect	  on	  cultural	  heritage	  and	  our	  memory	  practices.	  However,	  I	  am	  surprised	  by	  the	  degree	  and	  complexity	  to	  which	  these	  effects	  are	  being	  considered	  and	  realized	  in	  the	  heritage	  community.	  My	  assumption	  that	  our	  digital	  activities,	  interaction,	  and	  participation	  constitute	  new	  forms	  of	  memory	  practices	  appears	  to	  be	  confirmed	  in	  this	  study’s	  data.	  Realizing	  that	  this	  activity	  also	  constitutes	  the	  connections	  that	  coalesce	  into	  platformed	  communities	  of	  memory	  comes	  as	  a	  bit	  more	  startling.	  I	  believe	  this	  surprising	  turn	  definitely	  requires	  more	  consideration	  for	  future	  inquiry	  and	  articulation.	  Lastly,	  it	  was	  not	  until	  the	  analysis	  stage	  of	  this	  study	  that	  I	  became	  fully	  aware	  of	  the	  potential	  that	  metadata	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  additional	  forms	  of	  memory	  and	  that	  every	  trace	  of	  social	  media	  output	  and	  digital	  activity	  holds	  the	  same	  potential	  as	  other	  artifacts	  for	  being	  forms	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  and	  legitimate	  social	  records.	  These	  propositions	  also	  deserve	  more	  investigation.	  	  	  






























communities	  of	  memory.	  Thus,	  by	  broadening	  the	  scope	  of	  inquiry	  to	  look	  at	  how	  and	  why	  people	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  routine	  interact	  with	  multimodal	  media	  content	  on	  their	  smartphones,	  tablets,	  and	  laptops	  as	  a	  memory	  practice;	  in	  conjunction	  with	  examining	  how	  and	  why	  people	  collect	  and	  organize	  their	  digital	  resources	  in	  particular	  ways;	  as	  well	  as	  investigating	  the	  physiological	  or	  neurological	  responses	  to	  digital	  content	  and	  practices;	  or	  by	  combining	  with	  an	  experimental	  tracking	  study	  and	  following	  the	  trail	  of	  specific	  content	  –	  a	  clearer	  picture	  would	  likely	  emerge	  about	  our	  own	  position	  in	  the	  future	  articulations	  for	  how	  we	  collectively	  share	  and	  remember	  the	  past.	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You	  have	  been	  given	  two	  copies	  of	  this	  form	  –	  one	  to	  keep	  for	  your	  own	  records	  and	  one	  to	  return	  to	  the	  researcher	  with	  your	  signatures	  of	  consent.	  Your	  signature	  indicates	  that	  you	  have	  read	  and	  understand	  the	  information	  provided	  above,	  that	  you	  willingly	  agree	  to	  participate,	  that	  you	  may	  withdraw	  your	  consent	  at	  any	  time	  and	  discontinue	  participation	  without	  penalty,	  that	  you	  have	  received	  a	  copy	  of	  this	  form,	  and	  that	  you	  are	  not	  waiving	  any	  legal	  claims,	  rights	  or	  remedies.	  	  
I	  am	  consenting	  to	  a	  recorded	  audio	  interview:	  Signature	  of	  Interviewee:	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   Date:	  	  	  Name	  (printed):	  	  	  
I	  am	  consenting	  to	  a	  videotaped	  participant	  observation:	  Signature	  of	  Interviewee:	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   Date:	  	  	  Name	  (printed):	  	  	  Lastly,	  please	  indicate	  if	  you	  would	  prefer	  to	  disclose	  your	  identity	  or	  have	  a	  pseudonym	  assigned:	  	  
I	  consent	  to	  the	  disclosure	  of	  my	  identity.	  Signature:	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Date:	  	  Name	  (printed):	  	  	  
I	  consent	  to	  have	  a	  pseudonym	  assigned.	  Signature:	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Date:	  	  Name	  (printed):	  	  	  
Please	  return	  either	  a	  signed	  hard	  copy	  of	  this	  consent	  form	  or	  a	  digital	  copy	  
with	  an	  electronic	  signature	  to	  the	  following	  mail	  or	  email	  address:	  
	  
Brant	  Burkey	  
251	  W.	  Broadway,	  #173	  
Eugene,	  OR	  97401	  
or	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